2015 Educator
Preparation Institution
erformance Score

Presentation:
Leah Breen
May 12, 2015

MICHIgﬂﬁ%@

Education




Title Il Requirements

» Federal mandate: Higher Education
Act (HEA), Title Il, Section 208

®|denfify and assist teacher
reparation programs nof
performing at a satisfactory level

» Annual list:
» ‘| ow Performing” Status
»“At Risk” of low-performing

status
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2015 Educator
Preparation Institution (EPI)
Performance Score

» Revised EP| performance metrics
presented to State Board of Education
(SBE) in August 2013

®» Second year of implementation

» Preserve and stfrengthen multiple measures
methodology

» |mproved alignment to current priorifies
and policy direction

®» Ongoing consideration of feedback from

stakeholders
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2015 EPI Performance
Score Goals

»Content and pedagogy (50%
of score composite)

®»Demonstrate confinuous
improvement related to MDE’s
priorities (20% of score
composite)

®Fffectiveness in the classroom
(30% of score composite)
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Data Sources

» Michigan Test for Teacher Certification
(MTTC) three-year aggregate passing
percentages (content areas only)

rvey data
» Teacher Candidates

» Candidate Supervisors (EPI faculty)
» Fducator Evaluation data (point scores

attributed to earned labels)
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2015 EPI Performance Score
MTTC Calculation

» Only content area tests used; Professional
Readiness Examination (PRE) does nof
count toward EP| performance

» Three years of passing percentages

“Best Attempt” used (candidates may test
more than once)

» Closed programs not counted for that year
®» Changes in Social Studies and Elementary

Education tests considered
&
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Survey Results

» [wo data gathering windows
» Fall/Winter 2013
» Spring/Summer 2014

» Survey items aligned 1o MI-INTASC
tandards in seven categories

Candidate Supervisors asked for
perception data along these categories

» [eacher Candidates asked for perception
data along these categories plus clinical

experience q
-
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Survey Results (cont.)

®» Respondents provided perceptions along
four-point Likert scales

» Strongly Disagree
omewhat Disagree

» Somewhat Agree

» Strongly Agree

» Ffficacy rates for each category were
calculated from percentage of
“Somewhat Agree” and “Strongly Agree”

among the total number of responses
-
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Educator Effectiveness Labels

®» First three years of tfeaching within five
years from certification; three years of
effectiveness labels possible

size ranged from 2 1o 1280

Lowest EPI had 82% teachers effective
or higher

» Mean was 95% of teachers effective or

higher
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Educator Effectiveness Labels

» PoiNnt score was attributed to each
label earned

ighly Effective: 1.00 points
»ffective: 0.80 points

» Minimally Effective: 0.30 points
»|neffective: 0.00 points

» \Weighting applied for different years of

experience
-
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2015 EPI Perfformance Component
and Overall Scores
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Overall Performance by EPI, 2014 to 2015
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Standard Setting Process

»K-12 Educators and EPI
Representatives

»Data review with EPIs’ identities
masked and “mock™ EPIs
INnfroduced

»echnical Manual
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2015 EPI Performance Score
Standard Setting Process (cont.)

®» Cut score recommendation
made to determine
resultant corrective action
phase

»)015 cut score set at 84.5
»)/0]4 cut score was 84
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2015 Individual Score Reports

2015

Educator Preparation Institution (EPI)

Score Report

This is the 2015 Educslor Preparatin Inttuton
(EPI) Performance Score R

or Sample College.
jored vertical bars show the
for the Michigan Tests for
Teacher Cerffication 3-year passing percentages
(abbreviated MTTC), the 20122014 Teacher
Canddate and Candidate Supervisor Survey efficac
rates (abbreviated SURV), and the points attributed
to the Educator Effectiveness Labeis eamed by the
EPI (abbreviated EFF). These scores contribute to the
calculation of the Overall Score. An overal cut score
lowest score needed for satisfactory

jor this year's report.

On the reverse side are brief summaries about
how data for these component scores were colected
and scored, and how the overall scores were calculated
from ent scores.

e vertcal bars aiso show the minimum and
maimum for each component score and for the
overal score eamed by any Michigan EPL A mean
(average) for that component and overal score s also
displayed.
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2015 Performance Category & Phase
SATISFACTORY o

An EP| with feacher preparation programs
categorized 35 SATISFACTORY extibis most or

assessments;

+ teacher canddates wno report a high level of
program efficacy with rgard to their teacher
wmmmmmg%lm

+ supenvsing faculty t EPIs who conslstently
substantie the posive

of elgibilty to earn inose raSngs whie
In Michigan public schools WHTIn five years since
graduation.
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Michigan Tests for Teacher Certification
(MTTC) Component Score

To calculate this component score. the Michigan
Department of Education (MDE) used a three-year combined
passing percentage of al MTTC content area tests. The:
were administered to eligible candidates (as verified by each
EPI). MTTC passing percentages used in the EP| Performance
Score represent the ‘cumulative’ or “best attempt” of a
eligile testfakers for content areas, across an unbmited
number of festing opportunities. To calculate the combined
passing percentage, the number of “best atiempt’ passing
results during a three-year period was divided by the fotal
number of first-fime registrations over the same period.
combined passing percentage is not based on the number
of a candidate attempts a gven MTTC test during
the three-year period. For the calculation of the 2015 EPI
Performance Scores, passing percentages from
2011 through the July 2014 administrations of co
tests were used: scores for program areas that had
closed during the three-year period were factored out for
purposes of calculating this component scare.

August
tent area

Teacher Candidale and Candidate Supervisor
Survey Efﬁcacy
¥ on o ns report

points during the ac:
who evaluate their exp:

CSs), from
who work with and directly supervise the clinicas
experiences of those teacher candidates. For the 2015 EPI
Performance S urvey responses were collected from
the FallWinter time span (late 2013 to January 2014) and the
Spring/Summer time span (April 2014 to July 2014).

Each survey audience responded to questons across
six categories (for CS surveys) or seven categories (for
TC surveys) with each item in those categories featuring a
fourpoint Liket scale. These responses were combined to
cross al categories
ore on this report represents
efiicacy, defined as the overall percentage of
3" and “4” responses on the Likert scale across all categories,
across both sets of surveys, per survey type (TC or CS).

Teacher Effectiveness Rating Scores
Abbreviated EFF on this report

teacher effectiveness labels are captured
by the Registry ucational Personnel (REP) indic
ing whether teachers are considered “Highly Effective,”
“Effective,” "Minimally Effective.” or ‘Ineffective” according
to several factors that include student academic growth on
statewide assessments. From the data captured by the REP.
the MDE applied 3 point atiribution methodology i
third component score based on the ratings of teachers who

Once each year,

received their initial certification from Michigan's EPIs.

o compute this component score, the MDE began with
data on the effectiveness ratings of teachers in their frst
three years of experience who had effectiveness labels over
a five-year period. Next, MDE assigned a point value to each
effectiveness rating. “Highly Effective” labels were worth 1.00
point. "Effective” labels were worth “Minimally
Effective” labels were worth 0.30 point. and “Ineffective” labels
were worth zero points. Finally, a factoring weight for each ye:
of these three-year scores was applied; fi
assigned a factor of 0.3, second-year
labels 0.2. These weighted three-year totals were then added
together to create a score out of 100 possible points,

Overall Score Calculation

e EPI
measurement goals:

underlying

1. Ensure that the
effective classroom
and pedagogy.

has prepared candidates
ieachers through exposus

content

Ensur& r t he

has the capacity to prepare teachers
efiiect jemonstrates continuous mprovement
relsted o MDE's proctes

Ensure that program graduates. mest; standards for
ness aign DE

poicy.

70% of Goal 1 is derived from the three-year MTTC
passing percentages, and 30% of Goal 1 is derived from
survey efficacy rafings. The survey eficacy ratings contribute
exclusively to Goal 2, and the teacher effectiveness rating
point scores contribute exclusively to Goal 3

These goals have a relative weight within the overal
1o reflect their significance. However, in ord
for smaller teacher preparation programs, different weigh
for the thre applied before the overall score was
calculated on the proportion of teachers at each
EP| who had effectiveness [abeis. To separate the EPIs into
“fiers™ based on this proportion, the total number of teachers
who had received teacher effectiveness |abels attributed
to an EPI was divided by the total number of teachers who
had completed a program at that EPL The percentages and
ighted scores are compared in the table belove

e goals wes

Percentage of program | Weight | Weight | Weight
completers who for
etveneen abets | Goart | comz | couts

1% fo 10% 70 30 0
0 20% | 83 i 27 IBE i

[ 56 24 [ 20

31% or more [ 50 20 | 30
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Corrective Action System

2015 EPI PERFORMANCE CORRECTIVE ACTION SYSTEM

| METQUTSCORE? il J
YES d d NO
© O

DEFAULT:
L6 s 00
00 o
o
o
(1) 06
00 60

NEW REPORTED LABEL

SATISFACTORY
(o) 0

At Phase 0, no corrective
actions are required. EPIs
are encouraged to find
and pursue continuous
improvement and act

as mentor or model
institutions.

While Phase 1 is still
considered “Satisfactory,”
the Satisfactory label is

awarded “with conditions”

An EPlat Phase 1 will have

the opportunity to work
with MDE consultants to
identify specific areas that
require improvement.

NEW CORRECTIVEACTION JBC BER()

THE PURPOSES OF CORRECTIVE ACTION
1.To identify areas of improvement within teacher preparation programs at each EPI

2.To increase responsibility

g EPIs to resolve areas of imp

3.To include MDE and outside experts in the process of fostering improvement regarding the
preparation of teacher candidates, at both the program level and the institutional level

REPORTED

An At Risk label indicates
that the EPI has areas in
need of improvement.
These areas will be
identified both by the EPI
and the MDE.

At Phase 2, the MDE
supports EPIs in
developing a plan with
specific goals that address
the unique factors that
contributed to a less-than-
Satisfactory label.

At Phase 3, the EPI
provides data and
evidence necessary to
show full implementation
of the plan.

LABEL

(4 (s ) 0o

A Low Performing label is an indication
that the EPI needs more intensive
interventions aimed at program
improvement. A Low Performing label
may arise from failure to address known
areas that need improvement, or as a result
of multiple years of distinct difficulties, or
both.

At Phases 4 through 6, the MDE and
outside experts become a resource to
foster improvement for both the education
unit as well as the institution as a whole.
Outside experts provide intensive support
that must result in rapid change at the EPI.

An important feature of these phases is
determining whether the EPI may retain
the right to deliver teacher preparation
programs, or whether an EPI must begin
the process of program closure.
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2015 Corrective Action Status

BAKER @ 0
CONCORDIA ([ (4
FSU i (1) (0]
MARYGROVE & (0] @
ROCHESTER @ (4)
UM-FLINT @ (4] (4]
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2015 Corrective Action

» /015 responsibilities will continue to
be customized to meet the needs
of the MDE and EPI

» /015 will see the continuation of a
“menu of choices” for corrective
action rather than previously
prescribed actions
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2016 EPI Performance Score

»"“Year Out” survey
®»Begunin 2014
»0Opens May 1, 2015

12 Cooperating Placement
eacher (CPT) Survey

®»(Opens May 1, 2015

®| ooking ahead for 2016: new
metrics and data calculation
system under new HEA

regulations MICH@%@@
Education




Questions?e

Phil Chase

Supervisor
ffice of Professional Preparation Services

ChaseP2@Michigan.gov
517-241-3960
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